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Other high volume business customers subscribe to Ameritech WATS or WATS Plus for

intraLATA service. In June 1995, Ameritech migrated business end user subscribers to its

Feature Group A service to the WATS or WATS Plus services. Ameritech WATS subscribers

enjoy intraLATA toll rates (6.99¢ per minute) that are up to 50 percent lower than Ameritech's

standard retail rates. WATS Plus customers must sign an 18 month contract, but enjoy

intraLATA usage rates (4.99¢ per minute) up to 70 percent lower than the standard retail rates.

MFS cannot compete with these deeply discounted rates when reselling Ameritech's basic

business services. Moreover, if a WATS or WATS Plus customer changes carriers, it is

foreclosed from ever resubscribing to the service. The prospect oflosing out on the substantial

usage discounts provided by the WATS and WATS Plus products creates a huge disincentive for

Ameritech business customers to switch local exchange carriers.

MFS faces the above-described problems when it is able to actively court customers.

There are numerous customers in the market who are served on long term contracts that are

about to expire.. For Ameritech and its huge embedded customer base, this is simply a matter of

placing a call to the customer to see if she is interested in another term contract, usually a pretty

easy sale. Without knowledge ofthose contracts, MFS doesn't have an opportunity to compete

for the customer's services free of the burden of term penalties.
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The term and volume contracts that Ameritech has entered into with high usage

customers almost guarantee that it will retain its stranglehold on the business market for the long

term -- at the very least until the contracts expire. The inability of new entrants such as MFS to

compete for these revenues will ensure that Ameritech's dominance of the local exchange market

will remain unaffected by Congress' efforts to open the local exchange market to competition.

IV. CONCLUSION

I raise these issues for the purpose of painting a more accurate and realistic picture of the

obstacles faced by competitive carriers trying to break into the Michigan local exchange market.

Neither facilities-based carriers nor resellers can avoid the anticompetitive consequences of

Ameritech's less than acceptable provisioning and operational practices. Until Ameritech

provides service to other local exchange carriers at the same level and quality as the service it

renders to itself, its affiliates and most favored end users, competition in the local exchange

market will not develop in any meaningful way. Ameritech should not be permitted to enter the

long distance market before it has satisfied its obligations under Section 251(c) of the

Telecommunications Act.
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The foregoing statements are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information

and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this {pfh day Of--Ju Oe.

~driL-
Notary Public

My Commission expires:

SUSAN L. CHfSHWiE
Notary Public. Oakland County. MI
My Comm. Expires Aug. 24, 2000

,1997.
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Ameritech Michigan-MFS Cutover Problems

314 Trucking
company

Unbundled loop
conversion

8/29/96 12 Customer's trunks were disconnected 2 times on 8/28/96.
Cut re-scheduled for 8/29/96 at 5:00 P.M. Ameritech
disconnected service at 3:00 P.M. Service not working until
5:00 P.M. Customer uoset.

329/16/96
conversion
CENTREX

Business

Broadcast
station

503

381

1

332

Ameritech did not begin cut until 8:30 AM. Customer was
completely out of service for 2 hours. Numerous trunks had
cable trouble causing "No Dial Tone" and static. Ameritech

,m';;;ess,~:i~~rmmm:r:::~:::l~:m§~!g~~:~~:~~~~;~;~:ct
m

j 333 Payphone svc CENTREX 10/15/96 j 14 Ameritech did not program 3 trunks for Ground Start MFS

L. p.~gy.~~~~ ~g.~y.~~.~~g.~ 1.. A~~ ..~g~..p.~g.g~~ ..~I~..f.~r.M~r .
~ 514 Automotive Unbundled loop 10/15/96 \ 6 Ameritech cut service before due date.
j conversion j
r..s'iT..·....·..·· ..B~·~i~~~~·· ..·....···......·..u~b~~dl~d·l~~p······ .. ·· ·..1012'1/9·6·····'\"·4....····· ..·······...... ··~~rit·~~h ..p~~tp·~~~d ..~~t: ..··ih~y ..;~~~··~~t·~~~dy·.·· ..~;-~h~d~l~d .. ···
\ ~onversioI!._._..._. ----...L.. for 10/21/96. Two visits require~._... ..~._....._... .._ .._~..
!330 Business Unbundled loop 10/28/96 i 4 Ameritech delayed cut to 6:45 P.M.
\ conversion \
j 537 Professional CENTREX 11/11/96 ~ 5 Customer did not provide access until 6:45. Ameritech did
1 firm conversion ! not cut until 8:45 Am.; cut was scheduled for 7:00 AM.: .,. '

l 536 Mortgage Unbundled loop 11/11/96 1 18 Ameritech postponed cut. MFS lost customer because of

L. ~g.~p.~y. ~~~y.~~~~~~ 1.. ~~~~y: .
\ 545 Auto CENTREX 11/15/96 ~ 48 Ameritech cable trouble on 3 trunks. Worked with
\ dealership conversion \ Ameritech to resolve oroblems.
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Ameritech did not program 900/976 Blocking.

Ameritech did not program "Assumed Dial 9".

Ameritech had dead trunk.

Ameritech transposed 4th and 5th line assignments. 2nd and
3rd open NDT. Incoming calls effected for much of the
business dav.

Ameritech not ready on 10/31/96. Re-scheduled for
11/21/96. Two oremises visits reQuired.

526 Business Unbundled loop 11/21/96 11
conversion

557 Business CENTREX 11/22/96 17
conversion

554 Financial Unbundled loop 11/25/96 5
services co. conversion

\ 562 Financial Unbundled loop 11/25/96 \ 3
~ services co. conversion ~: ·· ···· · ·..······~ ·· ····· ·· ·l· ··· · ···· · ········ ··· ·····..······· ·· ···1
1 565 Furniture CENTREX 11/26/96 ) 3

L E~P.~~..~~.: ~9.!.I:y.~~~~9.!.1: 1. 1
[ 716 Construction Test circuits 11/27/96 1 Ameritech tested one line and indicated test OK. We later
\ co. \ found out that Ameritech tested wrong circuit.

\..?!.?. ~.~~p. !.~.~! ..~~~~.~~!~ !.y~.!.(?.~ L. ~~.~!~~~ ..~~9.~.~::~9.!.I:!.I:~~.~.~.~~!.~~ ..~~~!.I:8.: ..
1 569 Hotel Unbundled loop 12/3/96 j 4 Ameritech did not have order. Job did not cut until 12:00
\ conversion \ P.M.
t •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••}. '

1 582 Professional Unbundled loop 12/12/96 i 7 No dial tone on one trunk. Refer to Ameritech, cable
j firm conversion \ trouble.

585 Business I Unbund~ed loop 112/13/96 4 I Ameritech had lines were transposed at DEMARC.
conversIOn

\593 Consulting firm CENTREX 12/19/96 \ 7 Ameritech had old numbers forwarded to the wrong
1 conversion 1 exchange.
~ : .
1 721 Pipe co. Test circuits 12/20/96 1 Ameritech slick oroblems.
1599 Realtor CENTREX 12/23/96 35 Ameritech did not program RCF. Could not call out.
j conversion Ameritech problems all day. Customer's service not working
\ until 3:00 P.M.
i600 Business Unbundled loop 12/30/96 9 Ameritechjumpers on 1st &'2nd lin~-revers~d-Corrected'"~;--
~ conversion site.
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607 Business Unbundled loop
conversion

1/6/97 '11 Ameritech was unable to cut the system because the Switch
Tech had the flu. Ameritech CO ran the new jumpers after
cut was rescheduled. Customer's PBX programmed wrong
and required cross-connect work. MFS software for trunk
hunting and 911 was wron_.

~ 811 Manufacturer Site survey 1/6/97 1 1 Trunk is slow in providing "dial tone". It takes

L _ 1... ~p.p.~9.~~~~~~y. ..~ ~~~..~9...~~~~: .
! 592 Business . Unbundled loop 1/6/97 1 63 Cut was scheduled for 5:00 P.M. Did not start until 9:30
~ conversion j P.M. Ameritech delay'.
:- : .
1 70003 Business Test circuits 1/7/97 ~ No dial tone at Ameritech DMARC. Log Ameritech repair
1 ~ case.
r606..···......·· Radio -;t'~tk;~-....Unbu~dl~d ..i~~p·..·- ..1"/10/97·......1"29·_......·.._.. ~eritech did·;~t..~~~ss-"conne~t·-;~~--;;;al t~~ks-Z~·;~~~tiy~· ..··......·

~ I conversion ~ Repair trip reauired to verify trunks.

Ameritech did not program Number Retention. Customer
out of service for 1 hour. Four trunks not working in
customer group. Customer calls hunted to these trunks.
Ameritech Tech did not arrive on site until 12:30 p.m.

1/21/97Unbundled loop
conversion

l 618 Steel co. Unbundled loop 1/10/97 l 7 Ameritech transposed trunk numbers and jumpers.
i conversion :
: •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• n ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

j 619 Business Unbundled loop 1/14/97 i 6 Ameritech delayed cut until 1/14/97. They did not schedule
~ conversion ~ Switch Tech.:..•...••.••...................•...•...........................................•............•..........................................................1'.......................•..................•..•.............•...............................................................•..............................................................

1 620 Property CENTREX 1/14/97 ~ 9 Ameritech did not program 911 service to correct location.
maintenance conversion
co.
Business

70006 Service co. Test circuits 1/23/97 First trunk had polarity reversal. Reversed wire to correct
problem. One number can not be dialed by any trunk. MFS

rol!rammimz problem.
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70007

641

50046

Service co.

Mfg. co.

Plastics
manufacturer

Test circuits

Unbundled loop
converSIOn
Unbundled loop
conversion

1/23/97

1/27/97

1/28/97

19

~ 12

No dial tone at DMARC. Refer to Ameritech for cable
trouble
Ameritech did not install 4 of the trunks. Missed due date.

Ameritech cut service at 12:30 P.M. Scheduled for 6:00
P.M. Ameritech told customer that it was MFS. DMARC
wires spliced together and terminated incorrectly by
Ameritech or CPE Vendor.

jsoo51 Business Unbundled loop 1/30/97 j 4 Ameritech's computer and the software was not complete.
\ conversion 1 Ameritech will verifY two trunks when computer is
1 1 0 erational.
~ 70010' Business -..-. 'Test ci~cui~''''''''--ii4/97 ·..--r2' ·........ Found two 'trunks not ~~~ki~g-·~-~..~..--.._·_ ··..·- ·..
~ ...•......-_ ; -..-.-_._--- .__ .
~ 70012 Business Test circuits 2/5/97 1 5 New lines were to be installed by Ameritech. Service was
\ \ not established on 5 trunks. Ameritech did not complete
1 i order.
: •• 0& .) ,

1 50070 Consulting firm Unbundled loop 2/6/97 j 2 Ameritech did not install 2nd trunk. Additional premises visit
~ conversion 1 required.:.•..••.........•.....•......•......•......••.......••••••..•...........•.•....•....•..•••.............................................................1'......................•........•.•.............................................•.................................•......................................................................'

\ 50071 Dentist CENTREX 2/7/97 \ 4 Ameritech converted the first trunk but did not install the
l conversion ~ new trunk.
1 70014 Business Test circuits 2/7/97 1 One trunk is not working at DMARC as indicated by
1 ~ Ameritech. Checked FAX line: Ameritech has a different
! . .....~ __.....J line workin in it's place. ~__._... .. .j

f640 Engineering Unbundled loop 2/12/97 !35 Cut had to be re-scheduled. Ameritech discovered that there
! co. conversion ! was MFT's on all trunks. FAX and modems were in a slick.
j ~ No problems with 2/12/97 cutover. CPE Tech, Ameritech
j ~ Tech, and MFS Tech on site for cutover
[..500·8·5· ·..B~~i~~~·~ .. ·· ·· .. ··· ·..u~b~~dl~d·l~~p·· iii'jiij·::,-·· ..·..·r·4··..··· ···N~;b·~~·~~t~~ti~~..~~~·~~t··p~~g~~~·ed ..~t·~~t:····~~rit~~h""""··
1 conversion ~ corrected roblem in 30 minutes.
-'_................ ~.~- ~~........ .~~- _.....................~..._.
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50091 Church CENTREX 12/21/97 15 IAmeritech was unable to provide Dial Tone for 7 trunks.
conversion Customer out of service until Sat. 2/22/97.

! 70019 Business Test circuits 2/21/97 1 Two trunks dead. Referred to Ameritech.: {

l 70021 Church Test circuits 2/21/97 \ Ameritech did not provide Dial Tone. Refer to Ameritech

i 1.. E~P..~~: ..
1 50088 Business Unbundled loop 2/27/97 j 29 Ameritech did not install new circuits for 2/25/97 cutover.
\ conversion \ Conversion had to be delayed. Customer was out of service
\ - \ from 6:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.M. Ameritech did not have 5

1... 1 ~*~~~!~.~~~~~g.f~E.~!~?..~~~: ..
j 50111 Business CENTREX 3/3/97 j 8 Not able to place outgoing calls and wrong PIC.
\ conversion [: · ········· ·.. ···· .. ··· ..··· ·1· ···· ·..··.. ···· ..··1
1 50112 Industrial co. Unbundled loop 3/4/97 \ 59 Incorrect jumpers.. .
~ conversion j

c?g.g.?:~ ~.~~~~~.~~ !.~.~~..~~~~~.~~~ H.?!2.?. L.. ~9...~~.~.~ ..~g.~.~: ~~~~.~.~~~ ..~.~~~~..Pt~.~.~~~.~: .
~ 50127 Professional Unbundled loop 3/14/97 \ 39 Ameritech not ready for cut. Cable trouble and jumpers
1 firm conversion [incorrect.; ···· · ······ ··..···· ····..· t····· ······1
l 50138 Technology co. CENTREX 3/17/97 ~ 1 Call forwarding not programmed. Unable to contact
1 conversion j Ameritech.

.. ~ _~ __ ~.:.~._~ .._~-_.. ._ _ ~..~-~- .

j 50165 Health clinic CENTREX 3/21/97 \ 10 I Cable problem for trunk.
! conversion i
j 50161 Health clinic Unbundled loop 3/21/97 j 3 Severe "Static" on line. ~~-~.

\ conversion \
: -t ••••••••••..•.••••••••••••••! 50151 Industrial mfr. Additional trunks 3/21/97 ~ 5 INo dial tone on any of the new trunks. Refer to MFS to

L ,L ~9.!.~.~~~~ ..~~.~~~~.~.: ..

!50144 Wireless. CENT~X 3/19/97 3 ISecond lin~ disconnected by Am~?tech at 9:30 A.M.
i comrnum- converSlQn Programmmg problems; Call w81tmg, call transfer, etc.
i cations co.
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Sportswear
retailer

50125

501168 Additional trunks I 3/26/97 j 10 Cut was delayed because Ameritech did not have Techs. Cut
1 began at 8:15 A.M. Call Forwarding not working. One
1 number was programmed in "810" area code rather than
i "313"

.....................................................................................................................................................-t•••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••: '

50154 Advertising co. CENTREX 3/26/97 ~ 10 Ameritech had dial tone on only 1 trunk. Order due 3/26.
1 conversion !: _-_ ······························40······················· '
l 50123 Metal finishing Unbundled loop 3/31/97 j13 MFS delay cut from 3/20/97 because of programming errors.
~ ... co. conversion ~ On re-scheduled cutover, 3/31/97. Ameritechmissed 5 lines
j i on the conversion. Service not workinp until 12:30 P.M.
:- : •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••1;1 .

50179 Florist CENTREX 3/31/97 l 3 Intermittent "Dial Tone" on al trunks. Problems not cleared
conversion i until 12:00 P.M.

Pr~fessional .. Unbundled k>~p- 4iiTi97-r'28 Service cut'at 6:00 A.M.-i~~tead-~f·6:00 P.M. ---.-------........-.-..-.-

firm conversion l
Heavy static on 4 trunks.70044 Construction I Test circuits I 4/16/97

L ~g.: .;. ··.. ···········-1
~ 70060 Marketin co. Resale Conversion 517/97 ! 50 First trunk is touch-tone. The other 49 are ~g!.~ry: _ __.._.._.
L?9.~.~.? ~~.~~~~~.~ !~.~~~..~g~Y.~E~~.~~ ?!.~r.~? .L~.~ I.~~..~~~~~.~.8..~~ ..G.¥.y.PE~~~.~~~ .
! 50222 Business CENTREX 5/13/97! 16 One trunk was ringing open. Ticket sent to Ameritech.
! conversion !
:. : 1. .1

TOTAL JOBS -- 68

j
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January e, 1897

Mf. Jim House
OJ! Syatema, lne.
Troy, Mldtlpn
VIa Fex: 64S-78S2

Dear Jim:

AttaGhed &AI ttle eta.,. th-.t show what uchangel are loesl, a:ene or IDII =-115
when ~"l.d trary, your affice. In case you are un.tlJe to I'INId it, here Ls •
summBry of these 8A;!1lS, !:lased 01'1 the exchlnges li8tBd.

Th~ exchling. that serve- yo~r location I. the .'nr"ngh.,., Exa...."... YOLI
mey make calls to all other BfrrninghBrn exchanges as a ICCII call. 'These
exchanges are;

258 285 453 540 814 837 641 842 643
e44 645 846 847 MS 696 816 9D1 5152

Carr, to the foPQWlng ~.nge aress 8~ 8110 co.,slclered local caJ,.. These
ares. InclUde: Tray, Mfldieon Heights, west Bloomfield. Broomfield Hm..,
Southfield. Royal Oak, Pontiac, AUbum HlIIlI, Aochester Hms, end more. These
aress include the foJlcwJng partial rl8t of exchanges:

244 253 262 280 288 2Q9 304 320 ~32

333 3M 335 338 339 340 350 351 352
353 354 355 sse 357 S6S 382 370 373
377 381 398 899 414 4~ 4~4 435 443
452 458 4112 500 5Q1 524 S28 530 sae
541 642 S43 544 545 64! 547 548 549
551 652 557 5S8 $89 578 678 583 585
588 589. 587 804 S18 81& 826 830 881
880 881 582 683 680 891 737 138 140
746 788 789 U7 828 851· 852 863 855
857 SSS 87B 902 903 929 932 948 887 888

Therefore. calfs to all exchsngllS nated abov.. would bEl canaJderecl B lDcsl c.n
by Amerm.cl'h a~ are blUed at the current rate of $0.0842 per calt- Call6 to
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• continued •

e~cn8na. not JIated I'Itn would be canaicl.... _ 8mwr .zone calle ~r il'ltniLATA
toll can•• and waulcl be biUed at either WA19 Plus or Value link Plus ret••

My canclUllQn is th8t MFS' local call1n; .1'88 does not equal Ameritech's local
canr"; area for your Icc=ation. arid thlt 1tIeIr-Mea ~LlId CDBt )'au three tfrne& U
much (b'''d on an aYIIrage eell) far the ..me servIce provided by~.

Theretbrw. any ••vlngs that they m.y have shown you re;ardln; Jocal =aIls
WQuld need to be ~usted linee thalr local QllrJnS .... i. mlnLl18 cDmptlred tD
AmeritBch·.. And since you .re m-kIng over 14,QQO lacal caQs per rnOl1th. this
could amount to 8 very large difference~n prap08ed ••ving_ enct actual
saVing. (or toss).

As you know. Jim. cost Isn' everything. AmeriteGh has baen providing your
company with qU81Jt¥ cammunicationl 88I'V_ Ilnce It beg.;n. No other
r;:ampany can provide yo", wi1t1 the prodLlatl and servrc-lhatArner1tech can.
cornp.nles such as MFS are only Interested ;n "'dle marketsnocations and
-cream skimming," lind nat in total "Nice. Becau•• of this, many of their
gtrerlnsr$ depend on our netwark. lind you can end LIp with rnullf",. vendors to
deliver 8 aervlce that Ameriteoh could ha"e pravfded alone. I do understand the
two advantages ttllt they had Over us at your S2BO location; hgwever. I don't
want you to underestJmate 'the total valuB solution that Ameritec:h pravides with
our network, people and apertenl2.

ThInk you for aDowing Ameritech to serve your =mmuniClltione need. _nd for
takil'1G the time to reviewthis Infcrmetlan. We take great pride In our ccmpany.
lind me ~~uets we oftar. we varue each and every Amerftech custDmer and
will dD all it takM to keep our custom818 alltiafied. Plsa. cell me if you have any
questions or if I can be of any &asl$tance.

Sincerely,

~~
Sandra L.Barbcsa
Account Manager



Commenter: WorldCom, Inc.
Applicant: Ameritech

State: Michigan
Date: June 10, 1997

Exhibit 2

lO(A[i ZONE A.ND lONG DISTANCE (AtlS
I •

It, '''.

.,...

.:.a-... "
:·ID.~'"

..

;

. ...:

- .

.....
f

Ifpa ••
...... frInI .

•"""r:r­~,... .



Commenter: WorldCom, Inc.
Applicant: Ameritech

State: Michigan
Date: June 10, 1997

Exhibit 2

10CAl,141Ii:1I6 DI~TAN(f CAl~ ·
.

~
. art "~~i'llie ~,:t.~H. .1_- ',- ' ~

III
1-_ i~·~.;. ".., :.-:" .,.;,. _.:JU~~~", ;:'gi;;'~ I,:' •
n.... '.. ~"""~,:l "'''ClftLUlI ~I .... ~l :,.1 ro.. ,~ .~..~ . ". ' •. ~ ~ 'p' ',... ,~ '. " •

~....=- .... I'f .~. 50"'1 ''::I~ .. -~ • I I :t.'lII"a.g;;;\ '. , •
...-- I' ':"\.~:: I - ,.. ~"",".",:.,'-, 'j";'1,· . .~: I _" .'" III

.,.,... \ .•.• :.... " ,.,.7',,:,":v~\:\-!'~.il~:,.,... .;.' ,.' "!I'." • I. . ..' ,.,,, ~ .

"...-.0: ..... .



·....; :
-4...... ~Ie~~l. .• , •
,.. • •• • II:

........'t ~ .....~

,~ ":~" I'·: ·~,~i·=i
::··'·.L~;l.....~,.

City of Southfield

Commenter: WorldCom,Inl
Applicant: Ameritec

State: Michiga:
Date: June 10, 199'

Exhibit

October 21, 1996

Mr. Jahn Strad
Chairman
MiohlllNl PWHie Service C'..m"mi.sioD
6545 Mftrr..ntfle Way
P.O. Box 30221
Luwin&, MiwgID 48909

The (,;ity uf Soushtleld rcceal1, CUnmlumcatN witIa Mr. WU1iam CeJi~ Dinctor' of tbe
COlmDunicatiODJ Divilion fegudlnl I JtIrlous pmblcm we wcra C4CGUIlterinc with. th. £911
c1a1lbue. In ntlpoI1SO '0 our comspoDdaaA:c. Amcri1CCh draftccl what was ....asted tu btt 14
action plan and time line to addn:sa the cunt:cD1S W'CIl artiewted. The flnt collUDiLUlent. to correct
the names ... addresIeI or aU atl'a:red end U3aJ ~ TeO's 810004 GXchanse 9IP to '* I:Omp1eted
by Octabor I, 1996.

Unfonunawy. ~eri'Q:~b railed to I11I:Ct the _ted oonrmitmeot, tbia Deeam. appueDt on October
12, 1996, wbcA an iD-propas sboaIiD, at u lill1c:e builctinl was tcported via. tlw 911 1Il)"tem. Our
t'ranlic callen remembered to eli. ~1l, bowavllr, 1hcit wi. Wwnt 1111 .;:lass1t1ed u ''ltccf)"l NUl
FOWJd" ancl many were default roUicd to I!IIt 0*1aDcl Ccnmty SMriff'. Oepunment. The endu~
wens Telepon~ cal1ia1 ftom (110) :Z04-11n. ThiJ .incoident ocC\ln"8d !\WIve days after the
tafiCl date el\&bUahed by Amerit=h to relDl_ the pvblem. It is uuac:eeptabJc to jeopltCiize publi~

safety u Amertttch stNUlea to iDtapate their ~twork with theil' competiturl.

Tho City of Southfield is hereby reJismriDa In oftlcial compbdul ilJa1nst Amllrilwb siven theit
dcmonstrarcd wawiWDpcss to rectify this critical iuue. Further, it is clear that we cannot accept
IL talIet d.re of.~ to &ddresa simillr is5UCS with the other feIGllers, We saw !be worst eaatl

sCCDario play itselfout, IS terrifWd iDdividuab rdicd em aUf hilhly to'&lCCl911 system, in their mC'st
dcspe~ DlU1UCllU. onl)' to CftllOUftler ••yatefft railure.

NIl.!:. ............

CllpOltiN." ... "'....tcr

dll't'-n
.......'¥~III..
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October 21, )996
Mr. John Sb'md
Page 2

We look forww lO agSlQsive acrion from the Comm&as1Oft to addras thi. probl.m. $outhfi_ld staft
continues lO be llvailablc to pruYiUo IaddJtiQ~ details and !utimony ta ~~orify tho cLgnincanee end
masninad. Qf this ursenf puhlic: safcty c;onconl.

Robert a.. Block
ell)' AdmiDiS!l'alOr

C":~: S.utor Gary Pcte~. 14th Dittrict
JiAlU_ BolF_ Ch.llinnan., Emorpacy Tclepboee Serviefll C-nmmiun
l!mc!'IQlCY T"!-rhoDe Se,.,'ces Committee
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COLUMBIA SQUARE

555 nmt.TE.ENTH STItEET. NW

WASHINGTON. DC ~1109

TEL (lOt) 637-5600

FAX (lOt) 657-5910

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Ex Parte Correspondence in CC Docket No. 96-98
and CC Docket No. 97-137

Dear Mr. Caton:

In response to a staff request, WorldCom, Inc., hereby addresses
arguments made by Ameritech in the referenced dockets regarding the use of
shared/common transport as part of the purchase of network elements in a
platform configuration. 11

Specifically, we address the following arguments: (1) that when
unbundled local switching is employed in combination with the shared use of
the incumbent local exchange carrier's ("ILEC's") interoffice transport network
("shared" or "common" transport) '1/, such use of unbundled elements is

1/ We have not had the opportunity yet to obtain and review the application
for Section 271 authority filed by Ameritech on May 21 in CC Docket 97-137.
This letter is filed in that docket as well to the extent it is relevant to the issues
raised by that application.

\
'l/ For purposes of this letter, we use the term "common transport" as
shorthand to refer to the shared use of Ameritech's interoffice transport
network. The term "shared" transport often is used interchangeably with
"common" transport, and is the term used by the Commission in the
Interconnection Order. See,~ Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 11 FCC Red 15499,15718,
~ 440 (1996) ("Interconnection Order"), pets. for review pending sub nom. Iowa

~ LONDON IICIICOW P..... IIlAGUE WAIlMW
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equivalent to the resale of retail local exchange service under Section 251(c)(4)
of the Act; and (2) that investment in competitive local exchange facilities will
be discouraged if the platform configuration described above is made available.

Attached to this letter, we also provide, for the record,
documentation that shows that other Regional Bell Operating Companies
("RBOCs") in fact have indicated their willingness to make available at least
some form of common transport as an unbundled network element.

I. Background

Requesting carriers have the statutory right to purchase ILEC
network elements in any configuration or combination, in a manner that is as
efficient as the way the ILEC itself uses those network elements, and on the
same cost basis as the ILEC. Ameritech has sought to defeat this right by
denying requesting carriers the right to purchase, as an unbundled network
element, the use of the common interoffice transmission network in the same
manner that Ameritech uses that network. Ameritech would accomplish this by
denying requesting carriers the ability to employ the existing routing
instructions resident in each end office switch to route traffic over the common
transport network that Ameritech uses for transport of its own traffic.

Instead, Ameritech would force entrants to construct a virtual,
duplicate interoffice network by requiring entrants purchasing unbundled local
switching to create their own customized routing instructions for each end office
switch and to obtain dedicated transport facilities from each end office (or
provide their own). Ameritech's approach completely denies entrants the ability
to share Ameritech's interoffice transmission facilities as required by the Act.
Every other network element must be shared -- including the end office switch.
Ameritech cannot justify carving out the interoffice part of its network and
refusing to permit nondiscriminatory access to it.

Ameritech's approach also deprives requesting carriers of the
ability to use the Ameritech network as it currently is configured -- with the
existing routing algorithms in the switch acting to route traffic over the existing
interoffice trans~sion network -- and thereby separates network elements

Utilities Board v. FCC, No. 96-3321 (8th Cir.). See also Mb 11 FCC Red at
15631, ~ 258 (referring explicitly to "common transport" network element).
However, because Ameritech has defined "shared transport" as a dedicated
facility that more than one CLEC can share (but not with Ameritech), we here
use the term "common transport."
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that Ameriech currently combines, in violation of the FCC's rule that prohibits
such separation except upon request. 'J./

The entire thrust of Section 251(c)(3) is to enable local exchange
competition quickly to proceed while carriers construct new local exchange
facilities as they are economically justified. Congress recognized that it would
take time to construct altemate local networks to duplicate the ILEC network,
and that in order to successfully compete, new entrants would need to be able to
employ existing !LEC networks in the meantime, taking advantage of the
economies of scale that already exist in those networks. M

WorldCom has already discussed these points in detail in an April
16,1997, ex parte filing in CC Docket No. 96-98, and in its comments in that
docket filed last year. In this filing, we focus on the two specific questions to
which the staff requested responses.

II. Use of unbundled loops, switching and shared
transport in combination is not the same as resale of
retail local exchange service.

The FCC's August 8 Interconnection Order addressed and squarely
rejected arguments that network elements purchased in combination are
equivalent to retail local exchange services under Section 251(c)(4). Qf The plain
language of Section 251(c)(3) requires incumbent LECs to permit requesting
carriers to combine network elements. Q! The mere act of combining elements
does not convert network capability into a retail service offering, as the
Commission also correctly concluded in the Interconnection Order. 1! In that

'J./ 47 C.F.R. § 51.315(b) ("Except upon request, an incumbent LEC shall not
separate requested network elements that the incumbent LEC currently
combines.")

11 "The incumbent LECs have economies of density, connectivity, and
scale; .... the local competition provisions of the Act require that these
economies be shared with entrants." Interconnection Order, 11 FCC Red at
15508-09, ~ 11. "

fl./ Interconnection Order, 11 FCC Red at 15666-71, ~~ 328-41. This legal
question is before the Eighth Circuit Court ofAppeals for review.

Q/ 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3).

1/ Interconnection Order, 11 FCC Red at 15666-71, " 328-41.

/
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order the Commission also exhaustively detailed the many differences between
resale of retail offerings, on the one hand, and the use of combinations of
network elements to create competing retail offerings, on the other. B!

There is nothing about the use of common transport as a network
element that would alter these fundamental conclusions. Shared use of
Ameritech's interoffice transport network capability is no different than shared
use of local switching or other network elements. Purchasers of other elements
share, for example, the same switches, the same signaling network, the same
databases, and the same operator services, that Ameritech uses. Ameritech
nevertheless attempts to isolate the interoffice network capability and deny
others the ability to share it. As we discuss below, Ameritech appears to be
unique among the RBOCs in its steadfast refusal to provide common transport
as an unbundled element.

At bottom, Ameritech is attacking the Commission's prior
conclusion that the Act guarantees competitors the ability to purchase,
pursuant to Section 251(c)(3), all network elements necessary to provide local
exchange and exchange access service, rather than being deprived of this option
and relegated only to reselling the incumbent LEC's retail offerings under
Section 251(c)(4). That conclusion was correct and well-supported, and remains
the same regardless of whether requesting carriers have chosen to employ
common or dedicated transport.

The following are among the capabilities competitors have when
employing network elements in combination that simply are not available to
carriers reselling ILEC retail offerings:

1. Competitors can create their own retail service offerings, and
are not bound to the design, pricing, timing, packaging, and scope of the
incumbent LEC's retail services. Competition can occur across all these
parameters. Resellers, in contrast, can do little more than mimic the ILEC's
retail offerings because they are bound, as a practical matter, by all the above
parameters as defined by the ILEC's retail offerings.

2. Cqmpetitors purchasing network elements are able to provide
the full range of semces over those elements that the ILEC can provide,
including both retail local exchange and exchange access services. Resellers, in

~/ Interconnection Order, 11 FCC Red at 15667-68, " 332-34. Accord,
Access Charge Reform, CC Docket No. 96-262, First Report and Order, FCC 97­
158, , 340 (released May 16, 1997) ("Access Reform Order").
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contrast, are restricted by the nature of the lLEC's retail offerings and are not
able to provide exchange access or exert any competitive pressure on access
rates.

3. Competitors pay the full cost of the network components, and in
turn recover those costs in their retail and exchange access offerings, just as the
ILEC does. End user customers, in turn, will benefit from the price competition
and service design competition made possible when the carrier is paying the
actual cost of the underlying facilities. Resellers, in contrast, are limited to
buying and reselling existing retail services, which are priced without any
necessary relationship to the cost of the underlying network facilities.

4. Because purchasers of network elements are paying the actual
cost of those facilities, they can create price pressure on services that today are
often priced above cost, such as exchange access and vertical services. The
Commission recognized that combinations of unbundled elements can create
such market pressures on access rates in its recent decision in the Access
Reform docket. ~I Without such market pressures, prescriptive measures would
be necessary to bring access rates to cost. By contrast, when resellers purchase
local exchange service at a wholesale discount and resell it to their customers,

) the ILECs continue to provide the exchange access that enables interexchange
carriers ("IXCs") to serve those customers.

5. Purchasers of network elements, including combinations of
network elements, are considered to have their own facilities for purposes of
eligibility for universal service support, unlike resellers of retail local exchange
services. The Commission made this clear in its recent decision in the
Universal Service docket. 101

6. Pricing of network elements at cost is essential in order to send
the correct investment signals to entrants. By denying entrants the ability to
employ the existing ILEC interoffice network in an efficient manner, Ameritech
would force entrants either to make inefficient and costly use ofAmeritech's
dedicated interoffice facilities, or to make uneconomic investments in competing
facilities. As a practical matter, neither of these options, because of their high
cost and inefficienv, is likely to make the platform configuration viable as a
business matter.

~I Access Reform Order, ~~ 337-340.

101 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service. CC Docket No. 96-45,
Report and Order, FCC 97-157, ~, 154-68 (released May 8, 1997).
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7. The availability of network elements that can each gradually be
replaced by a competitor's own facilities actually encourages new construction.
It makes possible business plans that show breakeven sooner than any resale­
plus-facilities-construction-only plans. Better business plans will attract more
investment capital.

In contrast to network elements, resale provides a simpler entry
option, and is useful for carriers that do not seek to design their own retail
service offerings, to function as access providers, or to undertake the other
obligations and risks associated with the purchase of unbundled network
elements. For example, resellers do not have to create arrangements for billing
interexchange carriers for access, and do not have to ensure that the rates for
the services offered will cover the cost of the network elements ordered, as do
purchasers of unbundled elements in combination. Resale therefore remains a
useful option with distinct advantages and disadvantages compared with the
option of entry via a combination of network elements. Service provision over a
combination of network elements, however, while more complex than resale,
gives requesting carriers a more powerful platform that provides a more
comprehensive basis for full-service competition with the ILECs.

In sum, combinations of network elements provide entrants an
entirely different competitive entry strategy than resale. Making common
transport available as a network element in no way changes this fact.

III. The availability of a cost-based network element
combination will not discourage investment in
competitive local exchange networks.

Congress's decision to require ILECs to offer unbundled elements
at reasonable, cost-based rates is not likely to inhibit facilities investment by
competitive local exchange carriers ("CLECs"). Rather, that requirement is
designed to ensure that the correct economic signals are sent to carriers seeking
to invest in network facilities, and to make efficient use of the existing network.
The FCC recognized the importance of this requirement when it adopted
TELRIC pricing for unbundled elements. 11/ If the ILEC network elements are
priced above the~true economic cost, investors will be unwilling to finance
above-cost construction by competitors of facilities that are used to compete
with the ILEC services that are provided over the ILEC network. Capital
therefore is unlikely to be available for such above-cost investment, even if it
were justifiable from an economic point of view.

11/ Interconnection Order, 11 FCC Red at 15844, ~ 672.
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The fact remains that most CLECs would prefer to provide service
over their own facilities rather than relying on their principal competitor, the
lLEC. Reliance on a competitor for critical facilities creates significant business
risks, including the risk ofpoor service quality and price increases. While the
Act guards against these risks, it always is preferable where possible not to
depend on the network of one's competitor and to have control over one's
network. WorldCom's experience, and that of other CLECs, has been that
operational and other issues make dependence on the ILEC network difficult
and undesirable.

Commenter: WorldCom, Inc.
Applicant: Ameritech

State: Michigan
Date: June 10, 1997

Exhibit 4

Mr. William F. Caton
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WorldCom's own experience provides vivid demonstration for this
proposition. A few weeks after the FCC's August 8, 1996, interconnection
decision, WorldCom announced the 12 billion dollar acquisition ofMFS
Communications, a leading facilities-based competitive local exchange carrier.
WorldCom realized that, despite the important opportunity to purchase cost­
based network elements from lLECs guaranteed by the Act and by the
Commission's order, in the long term it would be better to own local network
facilities to the maximum extent possible. During 1997 and the following years,
moreover, WorldCom has definite plans to invest hundreds of millions of dollars
to expand its existing local networks and to deploy network facilities in new
markets. Twelve additional domestic cities are targeted for co-carrier facilties­
based implementation by WorldCom between second quarter 1997 and second
quarter 1998. WorldCom expects these plans to go forward regardless of the
outcome of legal disputes regarding unbundled elements because of its interest
in operating its own local network facilities as much as possible.

WorldCom thus intends to use the lLECs' unbundled network
elements primarily as a transitional strategy, while it deploys its own local
network facilities to the greatest extent possible. The availability of all network
elements in combination is essential, however, to promotion of facilities
construction, as discussed above at page 6. Unbundled network elements
therefore will remain an important part of WorldCom's business strategy in the
future -- particularly with respect to local telephone company facilities that are
especially costly to duplicate. Yet the availability of those elements will not
affect its overall plans for network investment.

\
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As required by 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's rules, two copies of
this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary.

Linda L. Oliver
David L. Sieradzki
Counsel for WorldCom, Inc.

Catherine R. Sloan
Vice President, Federal Affairs
WorldCom, Inc.

Enclosures

cc: Richard Metzger
Paul Gallant
Donald Stockdale, Jr. ­
Lisa Gelb
David Ellen
Kalpak Gude
Jake Jennings
Florence Setzer
Vaikunth Gupta
Douglas Slotten
Edward Krachmer
John Nakahata
Jim Smith (Ameritech)

\
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lYm:ldCom , Inc.
Ex Parte Notice

May 28, 1997

APPENDIX

Common/Shared Transport Offerinp ofOther BOCs

The following are examples of instances in which other RBOCs have
indicated their willingness to make available, either in Statements of Generally
Available Terms and Conditions ("SGATsj that have been filed with State
commissions 1/ or in Section 252 Interconnection Agreements, common transport as
an unbundled network element. (WorldCom does not necessarily endorse these
provisions of these SGATs and agreements as fully compliant with the Act and the
Commission's rules; we simply note that, unlike Ameritech, these carriers include a
common transport unbundled network element.) We have attached copies of
relevant pages of the documents referred to below.

1. BellAtlantidNYNEX

a. Bell Atlantic (pennsylvania): "BA shall provide Requesting CLEC
local transport from the trunk side ofBA's Central Office Switches
unbundled from switching, unbundled interoffice transmission
facilities, and other services in accordance with the terms and
conditions specified herein and in applicable BA Tariffs." Bell Atlantic
Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions, Pa. PUC at
p.25, § 11.7 (filed April 3. 1997); see also ML, Exh. A at 2 (providing
rates for "common transport").

b. NYNEX (New York): "The Telephone Company provides Unbundled
Transport between the following points: 1. Unbundled Common
Transport between Telephone Company central offices." Petition of
New York Telephone Co. forApproval of its Statement of Generally
Available Terms & Conditions Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, PSC Case No. 94-C-0095 and 97-C­
0271, SGAT § 5.3.1 (filed Feb. 13, 1997); see also ML at p. 5·23, § 5.3.4.

\

1/ In some cases, the SGATs may not have become effective, either because they
were rejected or have been withdrawn to be re:6led at a subsequent time.

1
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2. BellSouth

a. BellSouth (Kentucky): "CQmmon Transport. CQmmQn transpQrt is a
shared transmission path used for the traffic of multiple carriers.
Common transport is available between BellSouth end offices and
between BellSQuth end offices and BellSouth tandem switches."
Statement Qf Generally Available Terms and CQnditions for
InterconnectiQn, Unbundling and Resale PrQvided by BellSQuth
Telecommunications, Inc. in the State QfKentucky, p. 11 (1997); see
.ab2 idu Att. C, pp.14-15, §§ 7.1-7.2 & Fig. 2.

b. BellSouth (Georgia): "CQmmon transpQrt is available between
BellSQuth end offices and between BellSouth end Qffices and BeIlSouth
tandem switches." Statement Qf Generally Available Terms and
CQnditions for InterconnectiQn, Unbundling and Resale Provided by
BellSQuth TelecommunicatiQns, Inc. in the State Qf GeQrgia, p. 10
(1997); see also id.., Att. C, pp. 14-15, § 7.1 & Fig. 2.

3. SBC

a. Pacific Bell (California):

"Common Transport: Common transpQrt will be available between
PACIFIC End Offices and PACIFIC's Tandem Switch and either
Party's connecting End Office, Tandem Switches or designated POI
[(point ofinterconnectiQn)]." Agreement between Pacific Bell and
AT&T Communications of California, Inc., Att. 6, p.17 (effective
Dec. 19, 1996).

"Shared Interoffice Transport: Shared transpQrt will only be available
where CLC purchases LSNE [local switching network element]. .
Shared transport provides call termination from a PACIFIC end Qffice
where LSNE is purchased and the terminating PACIFIC end Qffice or
POI where the call leaves PACIFIC's network." ApplicatiQn QfPacific
Bell (U 1001 C) for Approval of its Statement of Generally Available
Terms for Interconnection and Access, SGAT, Att. 6, § 5.1.4 (Cal. PUC,
filed.{eb. 19, 1997).

b. Southwestern Bell (Oklahoma): "CQmmQn TranspQrt is a shared
interQffice transmission path between SWBT switches. CommQn
Transport will permit LSP to connect its Unbundled Local Switching
element purchased from SWBT with CommQn Transport to transport
the local call dialed by the Unbundled Local Switching element tQ its
destination through the use ofSWBT's common transport network."

2


